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brain. In contrast to the situation with
Parkinson’s disease, in which adminis-
tration of L-dopa seemed to work by
increasing dopamine in the brain, the
antipsychotic drugs such as thorazine,
which are used to treat schizophrenia,
seemed to work by blocking the action
of dopamine in the brain. To this very
day, medications that block the effects
of dopamine remain the mainstay of
treatment for schizophrenia. Dr.
Carlsson’s work was instrumental in
establishing the biological foundation
of mental illness, which has led to our
ability to target treatment of such dis-
orders with medications based on their
specific biochemical cause.

Dr. Greengard carried this line of
work one step further, examining ex-
actly how such neurotransmitters
work as they transfer nerve impulses
from one nerve cell to another through
the connecting region called the syn-
apse. He described in detail the cascade
of chemical reactions that occurs as
the neurotransmitter chemicals stimu-
late the next nerve cell in the nerve
pathway, which results in conversion
of the nerve impulse back into an elec-
trical signal. Particularly important
was the discovery of the different
speeds at which these nerve signals are
transmitted across the synapse. This
framework enabled him to establish, on
a molecular and biochemical level, the
mechanism of action of various drugs
that act on the central nervous system.

Finally, Dr. Kandel expanded the
context of this research area by show-
ing how such complex processes as
memory and learning are directly re-
lated to the basic biochemical founda-
tions outlined by Drs. Greengard,
Carlsson, and Axelrod. In detailed stud-
ies in animals, Dr. Kandel showed that
the process of memory was associated
with specific changes in the shape and
functioning of the synapse region that
connects pairs of nerve cells. This re-
search revealed that these connections
between nerve cells, rather than being
just passive junctions, are actually vi-
tally important in the complicated
processes of the nervous system.

The brain could be said to be the ulti-
mate human frontier. As scientists
pieced together the function of all the
other organs in the body over the last
few centuries, the brain remained an
enigma. The work of Drs. Axelrod,
Carlsson, Greengard, and Kandel starts
to clear away some of the mystery that
surrounds the brain, and this research
has already led to practical, clinical
advances to help millions of people
with neurological and mental disorders
such as Parkinson’s disease and schizo-
phrenia. This basic understanding of
how the brain works is clearly nec-
essary for understanding of the numer-
ous brain disorders that affect many
more millions of people worldwide,
some of which are just starting to be
elucidated. Moreover, these pioneering
studies have opened the door to the de-
velopment of targeted medications to
treat such illnesses. I am particularly
excited about the possibility that this

research will unlock the key to the
medical treatment of substance abuse
disorders, whose social impact in our
country is enormous. On behalf of the
many people who stand to live longer
and more fulfilling lives as a result of
their discoveries, I extend my deepest
congratulations to these esteemed
Nobel laureates.

f

LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT ACT
OF 2001

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. President,
I rise today to speak about hate crimes
legislation I introduced with Senator
KENNEDY in March of this year. The
Local law Enforcement Act of 2001
would add new categories to current
hate crimes legislation sending a sig-
nal that violence of any kind is unac-
ceptable in our society.

I would like to describe a terrible
crime that occurred June 2, 1999 in
Greenfield, MA. Jonathan Shapiro, 18,
and Matthew Rogers, 20, used a pocket-
knife to cut an anti-gay slur into the
back of a high school classmate.

Government’s first duty is to defend
its citizens, to defend them against the
harms that come out of hate. The
Local Law Enforcement Enhancement
Act of 2001 is now a symbol that can be-
come substance. I believe that by pass-
ing this legislation, we can change
hearts and minds as well.

f

UNITED NATIONS CONFERENCE ON
THE ILLICIT TRADE IN SMALL
ARMS AND LIGHT WEAPONS IN
ALL ITS ASPECTS

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President,
today in New York the United Nations
convened the conference on the Illicit
Trade in Small Arms and Light Weap-
ons in All its Aspects, the first effort
by the U.N. to address the pressing
issue of small arms trafficking.

The mass proliferation of small
arms—shoulder-mounted missiles, as-
sault weapons, grenade launchers,
high-powered sniper rifles and other
tools of death—is fueling civil wars,
terrorism and the international drug
trade throughout the world.

The grimmest figures come from de-
veloping countries where light, cheap
and easy to use small arms and light
weapons, such as AK–47s and similar
military assault rifles, have become
the weapons of choice of narco-traf-
fickers, terrorists and insurgents.

The problem is staggering: An esti-
mated 500 million illicit small arms
and light weapons are in circulation
around the globe, and in the past dec-
ade four million people have been
killed by them in civil war and bloody
fighting.

Nine out of 10 of these deaths are at-
tributed to small arms and light weap-
ons. According to the International
Committee of the Red Cross, more than
50 percent of those killed are believed
to be civilians.

Starting today, the United Nations
will host a conference on the Illicit

Trade in Small Arms and Light Weap-
ons in All its Aspects. At this con-
ference, the U.N., for the first time,
will seek to devise international stand-
ards and procedures for curtailing
small arms trafficking. It is an issue of
extreme importance to the United
States. Not only because of the vio-
lence and devastation itself, but be-
cause of the threat these weapons pose
to our political, economic and security
interests.

The volume of weaponry has fueled
cycles of violence and been a major fac-
tor in the devastation witnessed in re-
cent conflicts in Africa, the Balkans,
and South Asia, among other places.
These conflicts undermine regional
stability and endanger the spread of de-
mocracy and free-markets around the
world. Here are a few examples.

In Mexico a lethal flow of guns south
from the United States has fed that na-
tion’s drug war. Hundreds of thousands
of weapons over the last decade have
flooded into Mexico from the United
States. Authorities recently traced a
sale of 80 Chinese assault weapons from
a San Diego gunshop to a Tijuana
weapons dealer for $27,000. Many of
these ended up in the hands of the
Arellano Felix drug cartel and are be-
lieved responsible for at least 21
deaths, including two infants, six chil-
dren and a pregnant 17- year-old girl
shot and killed during a mass murder
at Rancho el Rodeo in September 1998.

In Albania more than 650,000 weapons
and 20,000 tons of explosives dis-
appeared from government depots in
the three years leading up to the out-
break of violence in the Balkans, ac-
cording to the U.N. The continued pres-
ence of the weapons poses a very real
threat to NATO and U.S. peacekeepers
in the region.

And in Colombia, the continued in-
stability is in part due to the tor-
rential flow of rifles and pistols to
rebel groups and drug gangs who have
used the imported weapons to murder
judges, journalists, police officers, as
well as innocent passers-by.

The increased access by terrorists,
guerrilla groups, criminals, and others
to small arms and light weapons puts
in jeopardy U.S. law enforcement ef-
forts, business people based or trav-
eling overseas, and even U.S. tourists.

In approaching the United Nations
Conference, it is critical that the U.S.
government negotiate and support
making the trafficking of small arms
traceable and eliminate the secrecy
that permits thousands of weapons to
fuel crime and war without anyone’s
knowledge of their source.

It is my hope the United Nations will
move to create international proce-
dures to control the proliferation of
small arms and light weapons. The
United States has some of the strong-
est arms export controls in the world,
and it is in the U.S. interest to see that
those standards are equaled by the
world community.
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In addition, the United States has a

moral responsibility to push for the de-
velopment of measures that stop weap-
ons from winding up in the hands of
abusive government forces, terrorists
and drug-traffickers.

Specifically, the U.S. Government
should champion a conference program
of action that mandates countries’
early negotiations on legally binding
procedures: a Framework Convention
on International Arms Transfers that
sets out export criteria based on coun-
tries’ current obligations under inter-
national law; and an International
Agreement on Marking and Tracing
that develops systems for adequate and
reliable marking of arms at manufac-
ture and import and record-keeping on
arms production, possession and trans-
fer.

The Program of Action must also in-
clude the establishment of regional and
international transparency mecha-
nisms and concrete steps to achieve
improved implementation and enforce-
ment of arms embargoes.

United States leadership should en-
sure that the conference is the first
step, not the last, in the international
community’s efforts to control the
spread of small arms and light weap-
ons.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, sev-
eral people who opposed the nomina-
tion of Theodore B. Olson to be Solic-
itor General made charges that con-
tained serious factual errors. These are
not, I believe, debatable questions of
interpretation when the facts are care-
fully examined. We have had our bipar-
tisan investigation and hearing, and we
have confirmed Mr. Olson, and we
should move on; but we owe it to Mr.
Olson, to future nominees, and to the
Senate as an institution to make sure
that the record is correct.

Before turning to some specific er-
rors, I want to emphasize that Mr.
Olson responded to all of the commit-
tee’s questions. Mr. Olson is one of the
Nation’s most talented lawyers and
most dedicated public servants. He
completed our questionnaire; he an-
swered the questions asked at the hear-
ing; he responded to more than one
hundred written follow-up questions;
and he repeatedly offered to meet with
any Senator who had any further ques-
tions. He was clear, he was candid, he
was responsive. Indeed, every thing
that critics suggest Mr. Olson tried to
hide, Mr. Olson in fact volunteered to
the Committee, either in his response
to the committee’s questionnaire or in
his responses to our questions.

One inaccurate claim was that Mr.
Olson engaged in word games in his an-
swers about the American Spectator’s
‘‘Arkansas Project.’’ In fact, at the
committee hearing, it was clear that
the committee and Mr. Olson had a
shared understanding of that phrase,
and Mr. Olson’s answers expressly re-
sponded within that framework. The
questions specifically characterized the
‘‘Arkansas Project’’ as involving only
the project pursuant to which ‘‘Richard

Mellon Scaife funneled money through
the American Spectator’’ to inves-
tigate the Clintons. Those were the
words used in the question, and Mr.
Olson adopted those words in his an-
swers. There is no indication that any
Senator, or Mr. Olson, intended the
term ‘‘Arkansas Project’’ to refer to
anything other than the Scaife-funded
journalistic efforts to investigate the
Clintons’ history in Arkansas.

Thus, there were no word games by
Mr. Olson. It is Mr. Olson’s critics who
played word games, by retroactively
changing the meaning of the ‘‘Arkan-
sas Project’’ to embrace essentially
every Clinton-related article published
or even considered by the American
Spectator magazine in the 1990s. That
was not the way the committee or Mr.
Olson used that term at the hearing,
and it is wrong and unfair to suggest
otherwise.

At the very least, if any Senator was
somehow personally uncertain what
Mr. Olson intended when he was an-
swering questions concerning the ‘‘Ar-
kansas Project,’’ that Senator could
have followed up at the hearing. No
Senator did.

Second, some have argued that Mr.
Olson improperly attempted to mini-
mize his role in the so-called ‘‘Arkan-
sas Project’’ during his confirmation
hearing. The charges include allega-
tions that only belatedly did Mr. Olson
‘‘admit’’ that he and his firm provided
legal services to the American Spec-
tator, that he had discussions in social
settings with those working on Arkan-
sas Project matters, and that he him-
self authored articles for the magazine
paid for out of the special Richard Mel-
lon Scaife fund.

Each of these allegations, however, is
contradicted by the factual record. Mr.
Olson consistently stated that he and
others at his law firm performed legal
services for the American Spectator
beginning in 1994, that they billed the
magazine for those services at their
normal market rates, and that the
magazine paid them only for the legal
services actually performed. Indeed,
that Mr. Olson’s firm provided legal
services to the American Spectator has
been widely known and a matter of
public record for several years. It is not
something that he ‘‘admitted’’ under
close questioning. Those legal serv-
ices—involving such things as book
contracts and employee disputes—were
not ‘‘in connection with’’ the ‘‘Arkan-
sas Project,’’ and any suggestion to the
contrary, based on the record as I know
it, is wrong as a matter of fact.

As for Mr. Olson’s presence in social
settings with individuals associated
with the ‘‘Arkansas Project,’’ the ques-
tions were asked and Mr. Olson never
made any attempt to conceal or mini-
mize his attendance at those social
events. He stated that he was unaware
of any discussions at those events con-
cerning the Scaife-funded efforts to in-
vestigate Clinton scandals, and no one
has contradicted that testimony. In-
deed, every knowledgeable individual—

including one of Mr. Olson’s chief crit-
ics—has confirmed that testimony. I
also understand that journalists em-
ployed by other magazines and news-
papers—competitors of the American
Spectator—and a wide range of other
persons also attended those social
events. Thus, they also had discussions
‘‘in social settings’’ with those working
on Arkansas Project matters, but no
responsible person would assert that
their attendance at those events made
them participants in the American
Spectator’s ‘‘Arkansas Project.’’

Mr. Olson also testified during his
hearing about his authorship and co-
authorship of several articles critical
of the Clintons and other public offi-
cials. Indeed, he voluntarily provided
copies of those American Spectator ar-
ticles to the Judiciary Committee in
his response to the committee’s stand-
ard questionnaire, well in advance of
his confirmation hearing. It is simply
not correct, as a matter of fact, to sug-
gest that he only ‘‘admitted’’ his au-
thorship of the articles after the com-
mittee hearing.

As to the American Spectator’s in-
ternal bookkeeping for its payments to
Mr. Olson or his law firm, it seems
plain that Mr. Olson had no way of
knowing how the Spectator categorized
those payments for its own purposes,
any more than taxpayers will know
from the face of the check to what in-
ternal account the Government will
charge the rebate checks flowing from
President Bush’s tax cut. Mr. Olson
said that he never even saw the checks
which were sent to his law firm’s head-
quarters in Los Angeles in payment of
routine client billings. All of this is in
the record.

There was no ‘‘expansion’’ or change
in Mr. Olson’s testimony on the fore-
going points over the last several
weeks. It is similarly inaccurate to
say, as some critics do, that Mr. Olson
‘‘modified’’ his answers, ‘‘changed’’ his
recollections, or ‘‘conceded’’ additional
knowledge. To a remarkable degree,
Mr. Olson has clearly and consistently
answered the questions we asked him.
His testimony, moreover, has been
fully confirmed by the individuals
most closely associated with the ‘‘Ar-
kansas Project,’’ including the editor-
in-chief, editor, and publisher of the
American Spectator magazine during
the relevant time period, as well as the
three individuals who primarily per-
formed the investigative journalism
funded by the ‘‘Arkansas Project.’’
Each of these individuals stepped for-
ward voluntarily to confirm the accu-
racy of Mr. Olson’s testimony. Indeed,
there is no one with percipient knowl-
edge of these events who has contra-
dicted Mr. Olson.

Third, some mistakenly attempt to
create a conflict in Mr. Olson’s testi-
mony by confusing the amounts he was
paid for writing articles for the Amer-
ican Spectator with the very different
amounts that Mr. Olson’s law firm re-
ceived for providing legal services to
the American Spectator over a span of
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many years. Mr. Olson told the Senate
that he was paid from $500 to $1,000 for
his articles that appeared in the Amer-
ican Spectator magazine, whereas his
firm received $94,405 for legal services.

The attempt to create a conflict on
this issue requires mixing apples with
oranges. There were two different types
of payments, for different types of serv-
ices. In his April 19 answers, Mr. Olson
explained that in addition to the $500
to $1,000 fees he received for the arti-
cles, his law firm ‘‘has received pay-
ments for legal services rendered to the
[American Spectator] Foundation from
time to time, by me and by others at
the firm, at our normal market rates.’’
Given that those legal fees were for
legal services provided to the magazine
over a period of more than 5 years, in-
volving the work of several attorneys,
the $94,405 figure is in no way sur-
prising. More significantly, Mr. Olson
at all times distinguished between the
firm’s legal fees, and the separate,
comparatively modest amounts he re-
ceived personally for writing articles
for the magazine. It is, again, a factual
mistake to suggest that he ever sought
to confuse those two amounts.

Fourth, some have criticized Mr.
Olson for allegedly refusing to respond
to an allegation about American Spec-
tator dinner parties. I question wheth-
er the Senate should even get into this
issue of who attended what dinner par-
ties, given the absence of any serious
issue here, and the freedom of speech
and press values inherent in a maga-
zine’s activities. But this particular al-
legation was dubious and made by a
source who publicly contradicted him-
self on this very allegation. The allega-
tion appeared only in the pages of the
Washington Post. No Senator asked
Mr. Olson about that particular allega-
tion, and we have never imposed on
nominees of either party an obligation
to track down and respond to every far-
fetched or baseless charge that might
find its way into print. Moreover, one
member of the committee did make an
inquiry about Mr. Olson’s social con-
tacts with employees of the American
Spectator and Mr. Olson fully answered
that question in writing. So it is factu-
ally incorrect to state that he refused
to respond to that question.

Fifth, Mr. Olson’s statement that his
legal services for the American Spec-
tator magazine were not for the pur-
pose of conducting investigations of
the Clintons is allegedly contradicted
by the fact that Mr. Olson’s firm was
compensated for legal research to pre-
pare a chart outlining the Clintons’
criminal exposure, as research for a
February 1994 article Mr. Olson co-au-
thored entitled, ‘Criminal Laws Impli-
cated by the Clinton Scandals: A Par-
tial List.’ This charge again is contra-
dicted by record facts. The 1994 engage-
ment letter for Mr. Olson’s professional
services expressly provided that Mr.
Olson and his firm were not engaged
‘‘to do any independent factual re-
search.’’ In fact, there is nothing in the
public record to suggest that Mr.

Olson’s work in connection with that
article, or for the magazine at any
time, involved factual investigation of
the Clintons. Comparing the publicly-
available applicable Federal criminal
code provisions, to publicly-available
newspaper stories concerning allega-
tions regarding the Clintons, cannot be
described as an ‘‘investigation’’ of the
Clintons.

While there were other factual inac-
curacies in the attacks on Mr. Olson,
this list demonstrates that the con-
cerns raised regarding Mr. Olson’s can-
dor before the Judiciary Committee
were unjustified.

It is particularly noteworthy that
Robert Bennett, one of the most nota-
ble lawyers in this country and counsel
to then-President Clinton, rejected the
claim that Mr. Olson was less than can-
did in his responses to the Senate Judi-
ciary Committee. More than almost
any other person, he knows that facts
of the Clinton matters. During an
interview with Wolf Blitzer on CNN on
May 22, Mr. Bennett stated: ‘‘I have re-
cently read [Mr. Olson’s] responses to
the Senate, and I have looked at a lot
of the material, and if I were voting, I
would say that Ted Olson was more
than candid with the Senate.’’ Mr. Ben-
nett is independent; he had no partisan
axe to grind in favor of Mr. Olson in
connection with this nomination; he,
in fact, was a lead counsel for Presi-
dent Clinton for several years; he was
not maneuvering for advantage in fu-
ture nomination battles; he is a lawyer
experienced in weighing evidence and
cross-examining witnesses; he looked
at the evidence; and his conclusion
that these allegations are ill-founded is
worthy of our respect.

I agree wholeheartedly with Mr. Ben-
nett. I too have reviewed Mr. Olson’s
statements before the committee re-
garding his role in the ‘‘Arkansas
Project,’’ and I find Mr. Olson’s state-
ments to be clear and accurate.

The Washington Post editorial board
also shares this view. On May 18, after
all of the questions regarding the ‘‘Ar-
kansas Project’’ had been raised, the
Washington Post endorsed Mr. Olson’s
nomination to be Solicitor General,
noting ‘‘Mr. Olson is one of Washing-
ton’s most talented and successful ap-
pellate lawyers, a man who served with
distinction in the Justice Department
during the 1980s and whose work is
widely admired across party lines.’’ Ac-
cording to the Washington Post, ‘‘Mr.
Olson’s prior service at the Justice De-
partment indicates that he under-
stands the difference between the roles
of private citizen and public servant.’’
As for Mr. Olson’s testimony regarding
his role in the ‘‘Arkansas Project,’’ the
Washington Post concluded that
‘‘there’s no evidence that his testimony
was inaccurate in any significant way,’’
and that ‘‘the Democrats would be
wrong to block Mr. Olson.’’ [Emphasis
added.]

The Senate thus far has not done a
good job of reviewing President Bush’s
nominees, and in many cases has made

upstanding individuals the victims of
partisan attacks. The deeply partisan
vote over the Solicitor Generalship was
a low point. I strongly believe that
every nominee deserves fairness in this
process and a full chance to get his or
her position into the record and consid-
ered. It is not right to leave the record
incomplete. I hope that, by setting the
record straight, the Senate can move
on and treat future nominees more
fairly.

f

THE VERY BAD DEBT BOXSCORE

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, at the
close of business Friday, July 6, 2001,
the Federal debt stood at
$5,710,979,327,576.62, five trillion, seven
hundred ten billion, nine hundred sev-
enty-nine million, three hundred twen-
ty-seven thousand, five hundred sev-
enty-six dollars and sixty-two cents.

One year ago, July 6, 2000, the Fed-
eral debt stood at $5,665,885,000,000, five
trillion, six hundred sixty-five billion,
eight hundred eighty-five million.

Twenty-five years ago, July 6, 1976,
the Federal debt stood at
$613,075,000,000, six hundred thirteen
billion, seventy-five million, which re-
flects a debt increase of more than $5
trillion, $5,097,904,327,576.62, five tril-
lion, ninety-seven billion, nine hundred
four million, three hundred twenty-
seven thousand, five hundred seventy-
six dollars and sixty-two cents during
the past 25 years.

f

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS

IN RECOGNITION OF REVEREND
HURLEY J. COLEMAN SR.

∑ Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, today I
acknowledge the life and accomplish-
ments of a distinguished and principled
public servant who served as a minister
in my home State of Michigan, Rev-
erend Hurley J. Coleman Sr. Today,
people will be gathering in Saginaw,
MI, to pay tribute to and celebrate the
life of a man who for nearly five dec-
ades, served as a leader, spiritual men-
tor and role model in his community.

Throughout his life, Reverend Cole-
man dedicated himself to serving his
family, his church and his God. The es-
teem in which he was held by all who
knew him is due to the fact that Pastor
Coleman’s life was a powerful testi-
mony to the message he preached
weekly at Coleman Temple Church of
God in Christ.

Considered one of the deans of the
Saginaw clergy, Pastor Coleman’s ca-
reer had a humble beginning. Licensed
as a minister in the Church of God in
Christ in 1953, Pastor Coleman’s first
congregation gathered for worship in
his home. A short four years after the
inception of this congregation, they
broke ground for a new church. This fa-
cility now serves over 300 members—an
amazing number considering that the
Pastor’s first congregation included
only six members.
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